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THE DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATIOV OF A COLLEGE .
. DEPARTMENT'S FACULTY RATING SYSTEM

Peter H. Wood

C/0 Educ. Foundations and Inqulry
Bowling Green State University
Bowling Green, Ohlb 43403

Objectives of the Study - R o

This‘study was undertaken to assess the reliabilities and inter-
instrument‘correlations that cnaracterize various.rating procednres used to
'evaluate the faculty of a medium-sized collega department; At Bonling Grefdn

State Un1vers1ty, the department chairperson is’ obllgated to assess three

: g .
dimensions of faculty performance; 1) Teach1ng, 2) Research and/or

Schblarly Activities; and 3) Service. ResultS“bfhthese evaluations'are

used to determine: 1) Reappointment; 2) Tenure; 3) Promotion; 4) Salary

»Increases, and to some degree, 5) Teacher Assignment.4 Several evaluation

o

- e

represents an analys1s of some of the characteristics of these précedures.

Perspective4:Theoretical'Framewbrk

°

Reduced rates of college expansion and demands for fair- personnel
procedures have caused college administrators to examine their faculty
. . .

evaluation procedures and to make them more objective. In the past severaI
years,-department chairpersons at BGSU have: be een sued by faculty cla1m1ng
unfair h1r1ng, 1erent10n, or salary pol1c1es been forced to *eallocate '

.faculty lines due to changes in student enrollment; aud.beenlasked by the

procedureS\haze\been eleoyed dur1ng the past three years. ~This study - .



.

.[—4 ' e

2

.

Board of Trustees to institute-a differential, merit-based system of salary

c

increases. Four years ago, the Educational Foundations (EDFI) Department

at BGSU established a series of committees to investigate faculty evaluation

procedures.. : ‘ ®

.

The majority of the ‘departmental procedures that were observed seemed

to be categorizable into one of three types:

I.‘Non—Empirical - Administratbrs and/or selected faculty members

=]

meet in committees to examine vita and make whatever personnel decisions

)
.

are required.

II. Empirical-Ratings -- Students, peers, and/or others are asked to

S .

rate faculty performance on a set of common scales, and these ratings are

A c o

somehow combined with commi;tee*or administirative opinions to produce per-

sonnel decisions.

S

o

€

III. Criterion-Referenced -~ Specific performance criteria are estab-

lished for ie@iyiddal faculty, and faculty are evaluated according to the,

a

degree to which they meet these criteria.
o X . . :
[ 4

This study is a presentation of some of the results produced by the

© T ratings-procedures _characteristic of the Type II (Empirical-Ratings) ‘approach. ;

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L

to faculty evaluaticn.

Context and Some Limitations : : :
of the Study : PO o .

- Personnel evéluation in a collegial setting-wespecially inlan-@nsfi- .

tution which faces a potential reduction and/or reallocation of staff-~
. ’ ' 3

presenfs a wide range of problems. -Each evaluation effert threatens some

of those who are asked to support or contribute to ittl' Whilé increased

«experience with evaluative procédures and increased pressures to produce an
objective system creafe a movement toward ‘a

R

more criterion referenced system,

3 . | | bi ) . ..-.\&'

o
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general faculty resistance to evaluation for personnel-decision purposes -
creates a counter force toward a more casual and less objective approach.

Much of the data that is missing from this report is missing because:

1) ééch year the majority of the departm%ntal faculty were supportive of-
somewhat different procedures;”2) individual féculty failed to participaie

in the ggnerallylsupported procedﬁres'because of various logical or ethical

considerations; and 3) some data--especially information related .to the

" ratiﬁg responses of individual faculty--were intentionally obliterated to

, ‘ ——— .
protect the anonymity of the raters.

The size of the department is smail—-especially in comparison to the
number of~hypothesés which could be genératéd concerning faculty peréeptions

and activities. The rating instruments and procedures fall far short of

erfection since they were . enerated more to reflect the shifting. consensus
P VAR %9 ] . ! _

© of departmental faculty than to reflect thé cu;rent state of the ﬁsycho-

wetric art. Insofar as these measures refilect an Empirical-Ratings stage

» : :
of personnel -procedure, one could best describe them as "early" or ''general"
. s . -l - . .

ratings. With additional experience with ratimgs use, it is possible that

there may be a shift to more.behaviorélly—defined ratings tcales and'bptign

~ —7 -keys--provided that there-is a common agreement-as-_to- those b ehavio:cs'_‘:whicm —

represent various degrees of teaching, research, or service performance;w

Y

Instruments, DataLSoufces and .
Assessment. Techniques - = . .

N '

=~ b

. o N = . . ’
The three primary .faculty functions of 1) Tegrhing, 2) Research/ RO

v Scholarship, and 3) Service cause faculty tc interact with different potential

n

raters of these functions.. : -. ' _//f

o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Student Ratings (1974, 1975, 1976): A studédfit rating form2 was

developed -and modified over a two-yéar period. ' The resulting-fbrm caused

—_—

students to rate faculty on several dimensions .(scholarship, organization/
[N . Y e . '

clarity, interaction with group, interaction with individuals, and
. ' ‘ ¥
enthusiasm)® to orient them to characteristics oftem valued in a teacher.

It then asked students to produce a general assessment'of: 1) the teacher;
2) the total course experience; and 3) their own accomplishment in the course.

. . i
The results of the three general questions were averaged to produce the *
. = . - .o i o i

student fating score. Twenty EDFI faculty were rated by their students at
the end of the ﬁinter Quarter, 1974. All EDFI faculty used the same form

to produce the student fatings>scores for 1975 and 1976. The score for

v ’ 1975 was -the total mean score resulting from all studeht reépdnSeé to the -

three kethueét%qns foi tﬁggé»separate‘qﬁagters,.SgFing 1974, Eall 1974 °

"and Wihfer'1975; THe®1976 scores were‘similafily created. )
. Peer Ratings (12744,1975; 1976): lAlL~faculty of the EﬁFI Department

A were asked to rate all other facul;y on\;he three_diﬁensioqs ofyteachiég;

.résearch,-énd_service. The 1974 form consisted of three five-point scales

in which the one poéitibn_gaSQdefinéd as "low" and the five position was
defined as "high." The 1975 and 1976 peer forms asked all faculty to rank
y 4

department members from fipst;gp to seventh on each{of the "three dimensions.

The form listed several criteria which were considered to be relevant to each

dimension. All peers were given access to all departmeﬁt personnel files

o P s

which contained vita, letters of recommendation and other data. Nonffanked
faculty were automatically assigned the ranking of eight. This ranking
procedure resulted from faculty complaints that they could;not”honestly rank

- . N . <

or rate all department members since they were unknowledgeable'Eoncerning




i ey . » '5° . . : i
the activities of many. . The 1975-76 peer form producea two statistics for

-each faculty member on each dimension——tﬁg number of times ranked in tﬁe

top seven, and the total’ranking’score (with non-rankings equal to_eigpt).

- Chairperson Ratings (1974): In 1974 the chairperson rated all

faculty on the three dimehSion, fi?e—point,scale used by'peérs. .There was

-

" no lﬁdependent chairperéon fanking.Or rating. in 1975 or in 1976.

"Committée Ratings (1975): ZIn 1974, a faculty evaluation commi;tee'-

~ was created--one member, elected from each of the four departmental ranks

(instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, full professor), and

-

the fifth person chosen by‘;hgrdepaerent chairperson so as to cause both

o sexes and all departmeﬁtal sub-diﬁisipﬁs to be represented on the committee.

c

~ ~In 1975,.this committee indgpendéntly examined the vita of all facﬁlty and

réted each oﬂ.five-point'scalés for.teacﬁing, research, and service.- The
"‘3;3 positions on éach scale were iabéled, ana several lead-in questions

"were,used to orient the committee membérs-to.criteria Believed to be rele-
vant tqbéach facu{ty functiorn. There was no’ committee rating’}p'i976. )

[5-5 SN—

.Visibiligz:_:Each faculty member was categorized as to visaBilit§ to , .
. . .»,-.-.._ . - . - G . E— .

other faculty. Faculty with offices'adjacent to the départmenfal office
were lzbeled as Highiy‘visible 1; faculty'with offices on the two main cot—
‘ridors near the departmental office were labeled 2 for che central cortidor

and 3 for the next most central corridor. ‘Faculty in the rear corridor were

- - °

labeled 4; faéulty on a different floor of the-building were labéled-S; and

- faculty with offices in another building werévlabeled as 6 (lease viéihle_to

. Sooa
other departmental members).

. . . 'b'.\
~ Rank: Faculty were also categorized. as to ‘their faculty rank at the

,»beginning of each of the three years.
Area:. Faculty were also characterized ag‘belqnging to one of four

N J
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subdivisibps existing within the department.

) Coilege Personnel File: Each Spring,*everj'depqrtment-éhait is
'reqdiredltolfilé a "Substantiation for Salary and Promotion Recommendations' .
form'which'p;esentsgthe'salary, contract type, rank and‘effeétiveness'rating

for each fééulty member of the déiartmehf. All féculty members were rated by -
“ . : . A

the chair as to.their Teaching, ﬁeseatch—Service-Scholarship, and University

o

Service. The labels for the five-point scale ﬁsed-for this form are:

L ) ‘ 1= Outstéuding
2 = Supérior
' 3 = Abqvé Average - - ;3
4';'Averége
5 = Below Average.

These ratings were available for the 1973-74 year, the 1974-75 year, and
the 1975-76 year.” Salaries were available for these same years. The three
ratings for each year were created by the,éhéirperson\whp reorganized the "

various’ peer ahd.student ratings thrgugh}use of formulas which shifted

each year according to faculty or evaluation committee decisions. ——— - —

1

Analysisuof'Data
| Taé vafious ratings and faculty categories wére coﬁpafed.thfough use
’ﬁfhbivariaie co;relafidn énalysgs--Péarson product-moment ;o;relatign, Spear{.
,maﬂ's rankgofdériéorreiation.ahd»Kendéil’s fankvorder correlat%on Shsed ‘

yﬂen tﬂer; ;éré éany‘tigd ranks). vRatings>ﬁrocedures were analyzed fop rglia;'
bility via analysis of_yariance; 'Ratings‘and érea,~rénk and visibility

identifications were examined via an analysis of variance with area or rank

or,yisibi;ity'identifica;ioﬁ.functioning as‘the independent variables.

~



Results
v a - s . . N B N
College Personnel'File ratings were created by the department chair

for each faculty member for the’ academic years of l973 74 l974—75 l975—76

' Although the formulas used to produce these ratings varied from year to year,
- each was created primarily from some combination of peer and student ratings.
The student ratings were blended with peer ratings to produce the Teaching

R

scores but_ not the Research/Scholarship or University Service scotes. ~The
pattern of fearson product—moment correlationncoefficients seems to indicate
" that: .l) the Teacher ratings are relatively consistent acros;Lthe three -
years—;as are most of the Research/Scholarship and Service ratings, 2) the
Teacher ratings are generally unrelated to the Researgh/Scholarship and
Serv1ce_rat1ngs; but 3) the Research/Scholarshlp and Service ratings are quite

closely associated with each other.

TABLE 1 ! ' o

CORRELA!IONS BETWEEN YEARLY RATINGS OF THREE FACULTY * N
\ FUNCTIONS: TEACHING (T), RESEARCH/SCHOLARSHIP (R), o e

. SERVICE (S), (N = 20 to 24)°

» e i el 23—k 5 6 7 8
. . T 1. 1974 e S . )
. R - ..’. e T e ,___:..__ P ‘ R P
T 2. 1975 S T
T 3.71976 . 68 72 == v
. R 4. 1974 | ogx . 26 .07  ~— . | .
. R 5.1975 . -08 37% - 12 69 7 -2 |
R 6. 1976 -12 150 2% .27 . 62 --
s 7.1974 08k -05 * 05 ekk 55 39 =
. s 81975 -06  3* 20 62  74% 50 55 -
S s. 9. 1976 . . .09 507 U39k . 48 _2.9' 09%*" 25 769

-'_Notes.' Correlation cqefflcient decimal points have been removed.
- Underlined coefficients reflect a common function across years.

. *These correlations reflect a common year but not a2 common function.

.
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The Evaluation of the Teaching Function produced the most varied types of

.fﬁtings; In the 1973-74 year, teaching was rated by 18 of the 24 members of
\ the’'department; by students (fof only one term, Winter 1974) ; and by the

/- department chair. During the fbllowing year (1974-75): most peers indicated

i their rankings (from one to seven) of the best teachers; the five members of 7_
. /7/_ ) . “ . . L e - ‘\ ‘ . o
/)// the evaluation committee rated all faculty cn a five point scale; and three '

.quarters of stddent ratings were added to the pool. The same (1974-75) peer.

o

ratinés and student ratiqgé of teaching were agéin employed in the.1975-76

academic year. = - : i a.
‘ : .
S

| - TABLE 2
. " CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PFER, CHAIR, EVALUATION
COMMITTEE, AND STUDENT RATINGS OF TEACHING:

1974 to 1976. (N = 19 to 26)
-~ B .1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Student '74 -
. 2. Student '75. L 30 -— ' ’;H
* 3., Student '76 46 - 49 - .
—_, --4;-Peer ‘74 e :'T647 137 44 o
v 5. Peer '75 39 -12 13 61 .- .
e v 6. Peer-'76 --. - - 35 18 . .33 43 76 _
7. Chair '74 -~ 40° .30 22 63 55 37,  -= . '
- 8. Committee '75 ' 38 09 4 _ 70 63 60 68 o
* + ' DNotes: Correlation coefficient decimal points have been removed.

Underiined coefficients.reflect a common type of rater. i
All scales have been converted to reflect a similar direction. |

L €

The consisteﬁcy >f stydent fatings acrosssthe three years was not very impres;
o . !
sive."The béér ratings of teaching appear to be somewhat more cogsistg%t

Sy C : - - : . B
across the three yéérs even though different procedures and forms were wused

to elicit ;hem during the f}rst year. The committee—peer, comm;tteefcha{f'

. . . - . o . - e

<

-
°




. 9

and peer-chair ratings are similar to the other peer ratings, The relation~
ships between peer and_studeﬁt ratings for two of the three years is

similar in nature to the consistency of student ratings across years~-hardly

-

impressive.

Some of ﬁhgﬁlow correlations presented in Tables 1 and 2 may bevpartly'
. ¥ : .

attributed to a rezl inconsistency in' the beginning'performancés_of faculty

new to the department=--or inconsistency in the'way that other faculty per-

ceive their performance.” When the data associated with the newer faculty--
those entering the department after 1971l--are removed frem the analyses,
two new tables are created. 0 L.

-

t

TABLE 3

"+"CORRELATIONS BETWEEN YEARLY RATINGS OF THREE FACULTY °
FUNCTIONS: TEACHING (T), RESEARCH/SCHOLARSHIP (R),
SERVICE (S) OF PRE-1972 FACULTY (N=17 to 20)-

AN

wn

i '-.\.1 2 3 ._4’- ) 5 6 7~ 8
1. 1974 .
2. 1975 89 -
T 3. .1976 69 68 -
R 4. 1974 /2 20 15 7T --
R' 5. 1975 =05 31 05 65 - .
R 6. 1976 -23  -13 - -12% 40 65 -
s 1974 02¢" -06 05 ~ 61* 55 33 -
1975 02 28 07 52 75 4 52 =
S 9. 1976 13 43 29% 39 25  -05% 23 7T

» ) ' i ]

Notes: - Correlation coefficient decimal péin;s have been removed.
/ Underlined correlations reflect a common function across years.

*These correlations reflect a common year but not a common function.

10



’ deéreasing as faculty gain expe%ience with identifying and evaluating

4

o .
10 ¥

- ' TABLE 4

CORR.ELATIONS BETWEEN PEER, CHAIR, EVALUATION
.. COMMITTEE, AND STUDENT RATINGS OF TEACHING: . - - -
OF PRE-1972 FACULTY (N=16 to 20) o L
0 ) B .
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 ,
‘Student *'74 M , :
Student '75 65 -—_ L, .
Student '76 . 64 71 -_— T
4. 'Peer '74 76 27 39 % - :
"Peer '7s ° - 53 02 -03 75 - |
Peer '76 - 60 .36 17 48 ' 14  --
. '. . ‘ . Q . A
7, *Chair '74 . 60 35 18 72 72, . sS4 -
8. Committee '75 6L 20 40 . 8 69 . 6l 67

Notes: Correlatlon coefficient decimal points have been removed
' Underlined- coefficients reflect a common type of rater.
All scales have been conygrted«to teflect ‘'a similar direction.

°

Comparis?ns between Tables'l'and 3 seem to indicate that eliminating the

data from newer faculty has little effect upon tne resulting correlations

among the collegze rarings A similar comparison between Tables 2 and 4

. - L
does seem to indicate some change. The three-year'consistency of -the stu-

&

~dent ratings.improves as does thé appazent'relationshiﬁ between the student

ratings of the first year the department used a common. form (1974) and che
various peer/committee/chair ratings ‘on’ that and subsequent years " The

8 .

Peer Ratings'of’ the three maJor faculty functions are presented in

]

-Table 5.

4

Some tentative conclusions’ could be developed from the correlationh\\

h patterns presenteé in Table ;?\\l) the size of thefcorrelations between the

- . A . )
same year's rathngs/rankings of the three different faculty functions may be

Ny

——— e

e



" TABLE 3

©:© CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PRER RATINGS OF TEACHING (1),
e RESEARCH/SCHOLARSHIP (R), AND SERVICE (S):
L | 1974 70 1976 (N = 23 to 26)

Peer’lT'T4 ,1';- o
S T Tt
CoredSTE WG w0 o ()
', 'l.;_._PAe.en,ﬁ.&fvjf_".]S_‘_:_' nos e 8w - \\ K y
L GmS1'5 7mw>,vuw-3mmf (
R 0R'TS 3000 S 65(68) 42) W( g
TR ORGS0 N0 B8 %@»Qmuw =
( (
( (

CTT

CRedsTs BOY G B K 8@ 96 W08 - o
o Cm 9SS 26() TS0D) () 28(32) D) 60GT)- 65(61) 8 (s‘z;')‘

Peer 10776 43(48) 01(0“)'."27(275 .j§(74) (6 135(12)  10(05) oe(os) 08(09) -
Peer LR 176 ~070-25) 20026) 35(53) 18(24) 3108 2909) 89054 01(05) 16(11) 00 - :
Pr 2876 OGO H0B) OI05) () D) BES) N WE) BOW BE) 0@

~Notes: Correlation decimal pointshave been removed, . v . . - \
Underlined coefficients reflect a common rating function, . - ‘e |
ALl scales have been converted to reflect a similar direction. .
Coef ficients in_pa:.entheses-pep;eseﬂt—an&lyses-wfth—data‘from post-wlz faculty eliminated. <




evidences of these functions; ﬁyfthe Research/Scholarship and the Service

functions were not clearly differentiated by peers during the first two

S
-
-m\k

years of peer evaluatiom,,3) remov1ng the data reflecting the new faculty

R
.‘“f’:
seemed to have little effect upon the peer-rating/ranking cor7elation matrix; -
R
_[ \_- '/
and 4) correlations are.siight for any one function across more than one

..year. Any of these possible trends would have to persist for several more

years before they could be described as being more than heuristic hypotheses.a

There are two ways of obtaining peer rankings when you ask peers to

rank the best seven departmental members as to effectiveness The-peer
rankings in Tables 2, 4 and 5 were obtained by adding up all of the rank;ygs
for each faculty member. If a faculty member was not ranked in the top seven
~ faculty members4-orwasryﬁ:ranked betause another faculty member did not ‘
« L participate in the ranking procedure-;a ranking.of eight was assigned to the
faculty .member being evaluated. This ranking of eight was addedhto the
other rankings--if‘any. Consequently‘colleagues-not ranked by‘anyqnef(even

by themselves) were_creditedmwith a peer ranking score of 208 (26 faculty

members in 197b_times 8 = 208). The lowest\(best) ranking one could achieve

was a value of 26—-if all 26 faculty ranked you as first. tThe actual range

" of scores was:

1975 Peer Teaching: 151 to 208, mean = 189.3, s.d. = 18.0
» : 1975 Peer Research:. 131 to 208, mean = 189.5, s.d. = 18.5°

1975 Peer Service: ‘ 119 to 208, Mean = 182.8, s.d. = 21.9

1976 Peer Teaching: 156 to 240, mean = 218.9, s.d. = 19.1

. 41976 Peer Research: %175 to 240, mean = 219.3, s.d. = 15.6
”T s

1976 Peer Service < 135 to 240 ‘mean ='218.2, s.d. = 22.0

~ RS "~._) o
N [Pl ="

As is obvious from the scores, while 26 faculty were members in the

“ o

department for the Spring ranking of 1975, thirty‘faculty cuuld have

o | o ‘ E 14




" peer rankings.

- ratings. bifferent faculty joined the department at different iimes, and

T~ 13
participated in the next year's ranking (1976).. Due to a committee decision

to maintain anonymity of the rankers, the 1976 data was destroyed as soon as

rank sums were created. Therefore,.there is no additional data for the 1976

»

8

The other effectiveness measure created_by'this.ranking'procedurel

. ' [ =
_ig the number of times a colleagua was ranked in the top. seven for one of

.-

"the three faculty functions. The Pearson Product-Moment correlations

between these two numbers--a'suﬁ'ranking'with nonrankings equal to eight,

and the number .of times ranked--was ~.96, ~-.98, and -.94 respectively for
Q

. Teaching, Research/Scholarship,q&nd Service. 'In 1975, twenty-one of the

twenty-six faculty were ranked in the top seven as teachers, and twenty~

three of twenty-six were ranked for Research/Scholarship, and for\Service;

Peer Ratings may reflect bias of various sorts. The department is

subdivided into four separate areas, ard area“identification.may influence ©

bl
“

groups entering during similar periods nay ‘orm cohorts which influence peer

ratings. Office locations may influence peer-interaction and so influence

 peer ratings. Unfortunately, peer ratings are énonymous, and the rater

"jcharacteristics are not available for investigatitn. However, the character-

.1st1cS‘of‘the—rated—veers—may—be—compared—with—theirﬂratingsT—*Any—discovered—;—————

relationsnips may ‘teflect bias—-or they may reflect a reasonable and logical

relationship with performance levels. Table 6 presents some of the relation=

ships'between ratings or rankings and area,:year jbined department, and

office location.

“



: IRELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STUDENT (S), PEER (P) AND CONMITTEE (C)

ommEe B

RATINGS AND AREA YEAR ENTERING DEPARTMENT,
) AD OFFICE LOCATTON '

OMREA - 'YEAR‘ | OFFICE

v o o g

Teacbirig

 Rating Source Fo() Bt P () Bt r. 0 F () B ox
Teaching '74 LB (3,18) =07 175 (13,9) IL.-03 0 240 (5,17) AL bk
Research. '74 S2(3,18) .08 .62 (13)9) M8 -20 0 LA (51 .9 10
Service '74 L0 (3,18 25 .72 (13,9) 5L -08 0 Ll (51 .5 .19
Teaching’ '74 .33 (3,14) .00 L1 (10,8) .60 ~22 68 (4,14) 706 .09
Teaching '75 L1 (3,2) .20 2,96' (1,11 19 =05 - 1046 (5,0 2 3pew
Teaching '75 5332 .00 L3 (1410) .6k 02 339 (5,200 46 3
Research '75 W0.(3,20) W09 88 (1410 W53 L 256 (5,20):.39 AT
Research .'75 S8 L2 LY (D)6 08 L7 (s a1 9. f
Service '75 9. (3,20 505 L@ (4,10 W46 120 236 (5,200 37 it
Service - 75 L3 (3,00) 04 - .63 (L) D3 286 - (5,20 42 WML
{ @ ‘ . Y o
Teaching. '76' 155 (3,200 .19 .89 (13,11) .82 .00 341 (5,19) 47 .37
Research -'76 0 (3,20 .08 L% (31 59 .06 L1 (5,19) .2 .2
Service '72_ CSL (3,200 .00 L (13,0 L9 .0 J6(5,19) 17523
17 '

229 (3,20) 25 .66 (14,20) 48 =20 L0 (5,09) 2 -5

-~y

L
T

© Notés: "' is the ANOVA "F" ratio of nean squares, ¢
~ " g the Kendall correlation coefficlent.-

it A]Hm]m havp hp_nmcnm;e;ted to. ;;ef]ecg ) gjmj]a; di:eetiea .

**Corielatiom coefficient is significant beyond the .01 level, o T

***Correlation coefficient is significant beyond the 001 1evel,

¢ s — o ——— a

¢ o
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.The data presented in Table'6 can be ianterprsted as an~indi"ation that
‘office location--or v1s1bi11ty to dther faculty--mlght bias peer ratings of
teachingtin favor of thosé faculty. which have offices in areas which .are more
centrally located within the distribution of departmental offices. Visibility

may alsovinfluence peer ratings of research arnd service. There are faint hints

that: 1) the 5Eer ranking approach used in 1975 and 1976 may be more-‘open to

visibility bizus and 2) experience with ranking of pers may reduce this

"yisibility" bias. . Student ratings of teaching seem relatively unrelated to
office location and to area identification but are slightly related te the year

that faculty began ceaching in the department--with the.more egperienced

"teachers eliciting"slightly higher ratings.q Some of thisdrelationship‘may be ”_

related to the increased power to teach graduan.° students or preferred classes .

~

that may be gained w1th longevity wi*hin the department.°

3

Data concerning instrument reliabilities is now being collected.: Table 7
. . . %
presents ‘some of the data collected from some of tbe procedures. \The relia-

bllitY" flgure was derived_f:Qm_a_cnmparison_o£_the_mean—suaksé;squares—befween—

teachers and the mean sum of squares within each teacher s ratings or rankings.

-

o

The formula used is: the rell biliry estimate_(r) (F-l)JE;—w—Mw‘_~1w~-~-~~

- The popularigygof the departmental evaluation system seewed to be rela-

ﬁvote was quitezstrongly in favor of increasing the participation of the

LLVCL] luwr——The—peer—ratiug—system—used—in—thE“spring‘of‘lB?ﬁ—Tall ra,ulty

rate all other faculty) was voted out in the fall of 1974 The peer ranking

- ANLL

‘system used in l975.and in 1976 has yet to be voted out of use, but a depart-

. mental vote in 1975 caused the separate rat1ng by the elected, five person,

Mo

Faculty Evaluation CommittSe to be elimdnated. ‘The most recent departmental

departmental chair in the evaluation of faculty. ‘The same departmental vote

c

".ﬁlig ‘i. .
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- ' _ TABLE 7 ‘ _ S
S L. o . L ~
- RELIABILITY ESTIMATES OF VARIOUS DEPARTMENTAL -
_RATING AND- RANKING PROCEDURES

\ N
Numbér : Estimate of
.« of Anova Reliability
: ‘ Raters ' F Ratio (r=(F-1)/F) >
K3 C : ] ) . i 7 i :
Student Ratings: Fall 1974 o 1609 - 13.00 .92
Peer Ratings, '74 Teaching .20 2.61 : .62
PeeriRatings, '74 Service : 4 20 2.71 . ‘ .43
. Peer Ratings, '74 Research “' _ . 5&0 . 2.68° . .63
Fac. Eval. Committee Ratings, '75 Teaching 5 3.83. 74
'Fac, Eval. Committee Ratings, '75 Service 5 . 6.31 » i .84
N _ Fac. Eval Committee Ratings, '75 Research 5 ' 5.08 : .30
o B \Peer Rankings, '75 Teaching '75 . o 18 4.64 .78
Peer Rankings, '75 Service '75 ; ,4’,_m¢%i18 @' 5.61 Lo ..82
Peer Rankings, 175 Research 17, < T 0 18, _ 5.54 @ .82
. . . ” - \‘—\‘\\ . . R . ’ . ’ y
N N ) .4_ . s . . \\;\ - N ) ‘ ‘.. .
was‘also in favor"of’reducing‘the weigﬁt\oﬁlthe peer rankings and of increasing

T
—

.the weight g1ven to student ratiurs of teaching Forsthe\past\ﬁour years, the

—t

——

‘ university has requested colleges,and departments to provide somé sort of T

- evidence that faculty merit was being 1dentified and rewarded at the depart,lw__#__

mental 1evel Much of the previously described effort was in partial response

to-this request "A reduction in. un1versity pressure might easi_x_;gsnlt_in_an______

:elimination of all peer or student ratings or . rankings—-at least for tenured

faculty who are not within one year of promotion

Conclusions - . e I -

When the number of analyses exceed the number of subjects, any ccnclu- .

~ sions must’ be regarded with considerable caution. The following cqnclusions

therefore are categorized as: (¢9) Tentative; and (I1) Very Ientative,“
{




_ I."Tentative conclusions: T .
lé?: _l) Student ratings of teachlng do not parallel faculty ratings orvrajkings
J of teaching--possibly because different criteria are applied by ea
- group;” |
2) Student *at1ngs ‘of teaching are relat1vely stable across a three year
:perlod—-for experienced faculty; .
3) Peer ratings or rankings of -teaching zre also relatively stable-~if

less so that student ratings--but nay be influenced by,nondteachingf___m.

related variables such_ae faculty "visibility";

4) Peer ranking systeiis which permit peers to rank only the “better" faculty

are preferred-by faculty to any system which requires faculty t&"rate"
or rank all faculty of a 20 to 30 persen;department;

5) Such peer ranking may produce ranking with a consistency (reliability?)

%

at ieast as good as .that characterizing-an "all rate all" system;
6) A peer commlttee may produce rat1ngs which are 81m11ar in nature to

& the rankings produced by an ent1re department.:' : .

SN

¢ - IT. Some of the more tentatlve ccnclu51ons are.,

JE N e Tt

1) Faculty w1th little experlence in rating or ranking their colleagues may

. ) -find it dlfflcult to differentiate betweer the dlfferent faculty

RN . functions which are broadly labeled as: Teaching; Research/Scholarship; .

and Service;

-

\\Zl Rater or ranker ability to differentiate between these different
N~

.. . ST . L . -
) . s . funqtlons-nay-improve“with increased experiénce; - _ o

- 3)‘The inltial publication cf student ratings of teaching--or any:other

L]
o
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4) The instution of a formal faculty evaluation system‘will stimulate
many faculty to develop a wide variety‘gf methogs by . which they can
inform other faculty about an.incredible variety of previously un- )

o

heralded activities. This last comment ‘is not sugported by the data -

already present, but is believed to be true by —ost members of the \

i . - . ) . “a : —
department. - _ o T

‘e




" Notes/References

: ’ &
l. gulon, Hutchlnson Klein, Statz and Wood have just completed
a year-loag_survey of- BGSU faculty attitudes towarcd the
evaluation of faculty. The preliminary results seem to
/ indicate that the majority of faculty are generally in
' ~ -opposition to externsl evaluation of their efforts. ‘A
' ’ surprising result was that students were preferred to peers
' and chairpersons as evaluators of teaching -performance.
‘\ This report' is as yet unpublished, but w1ll be submitted
to ERIC in the near future.

-2, The student rating form used in this study is presented in
., the appendix of this report. The first five questions were .
"adapted from the geneial factor tities developed by Hildebrand,
Wilson and-Dienst- and reported in their Evaluatggg University
‘Teaching ‘(Center for Research .and Development .in Higher
Education, University of California, Berkeley, 52 pages, :
undated). The questions actually used to ‘produce an evalua-
tion cf the teacher's classroom effectiveness are the. three
Very general, judgemental questions which follow the f1rst
flve Berkeley- derlved orlentlng questlons
. 3. 1In general those correlatlon coefflclents larger than .39
: " tend to .be slgnlflcantly different from zero at: the .05 level,
those»hlgher than .49 at ihe .01 level, and those higher than
.7 at the .00l level. .Although 1eve1s of. s:gnlflcance vary
.slightly due to changes in number of cases, these figures
provide a useful and general rule of thumb for all of the -

e .. correlations used in°this report.

i _ T e

— T T4, “Research by Sullivan and Skanes (valldlty of student
evaluations of teaching and the characteristics of success- |
ful instructors, Journal of Educational Psychology, 1974,
66 pages,. 584- 590) has provided evidence of the lack of
conslstenoy of the student ratlngs of relatively inexperi-

enced teachers. Unpubllshed work at BGSU.with the ratlngs
and student . test scores of graduate-~assistant teachers has
.also indicated a considerable lack of con°1stency of graduate-
assletant teachers fron term.to term. -

* 5. Winer, J.; qtatlstlcal P*lnciples in Experlmental Deslg_,
Second Edition, McGraw-dill Book Company, 1971, ‘pages 283-
287. _ -

2

_v . . o




. ation Committee (1975) rating proceaures were similar in;that'all faculty and

" asked to rate each faculty member on a 1 to 5. scale with ngn representing

) S ' APPENDIX.

.
)

) o : T ' ’
Page A2 of this appendix is a copy of. the letter sent to all depart-

) . . : _ ) o . .
mental faculty to introduce the 1975 peer ranking system. PageLAB presents

the criteria for each faculty function to'he.ranked.‘Pages A4 to A7 present

the student rating instrument and its‘Hirecticﬁ’sheEQ.

Thé™ rating procedure used in'the‘Spring of 1974 and the Faculty Evalu-

-

" the five FEC members were»provided with a list of all.faculty and a name for T

the three faculty functions (Teaching, “eeearch/Scholarship, Service) and were

superior or excellent function and "1" representing poor performance. . f:

a

LY

C
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= A2
. 7 ‘ . - . . Department of Educational
[I)ZBCl Bowling Green State University . ' ' - Foundations & Inquiry " °
= = _ K : o . : ‘ ' S ‘Bowling Green, Ohio 43403
A : ‘ s o - " (419)372-0757 ext. 322
April 29, 1975 - - e o )
MEMDRANDUM
T0: . EDFI Faculty - N

FROM: EDFI Faculty Evaluation Committee

B

RE: Peer Tnput to Faculty Ewvaluation %:

' After considerable discussion, the EDFI Faculty Evaluation®Committee has
decided that peer input is an important--and unique--scurce of informatiom’~
relative to'decisions toncerning EDFI faculty. The peer input procedure

) used last vear--everyone rate everyone—-has too many obvious logical and .
. *  psychometric disadvantages. Thé system in which each faculty member asks’
several peers to provide ratings-recommendations also has many disadvantages.
' A third. approach combines simplicity with psychometric and logical reascn-
-ableness--while still producing a type of peer opinion likely to be a

valuable supplement to student ratings, chairserson ratings and-committee‘ '
opinion. -

~ Our department is 8 tuvge and its members' interests and accomplishmnnts'
pare 30 .diverse- that it is unreasonable to believe that all of . us are
awaro of the contributions and strengths of all members. However, our
fanyity are making valuable'contributions: in the a?eas of TEACHING and/or:
RETLEZARCH - and/or SERVICE, and these contributions--many,of which dre not
adequately represented in vita or known to all of us—-are known ¢ tc. .some of
their’ colleagues. This knowledge can be transmuted- into input to FEC
decisions via the following colleague-percegtion-of-contribution system.
. Each of the following three pages provides a set of questions and/or
statements which®¢partially define one of the three areas of academic
_ contribution--Taaching, Research/Production,_and Service. Each page also
contains a iist of EDFI faculty. Faculty members are asked t6:
(1) -decide upon their own definition of teaching (or research or.

T T —service)y . : .
. (2) indicate ‘which faculty member-to_their_Enomledge—-best exemplified
this definitioh during the past vear; —

(3) indicate this person by writing the-number "1" in the space‘next\
.. to that persor's name;
(4) indicate who is the next best exemplar of their definition by
' placing a number "2"; and .
"(5) coutinue this procedure until a minimum of two faculty and"'a>™
. maximum number of seven faculty are- ranked on each of ghe three
areas of contribution (faculty, of course, may nominate themselves
,in the position that they consider most appropriate).

Faculty resumes for most (many) faculty are- available in the departmental
. office for those who'wish to view theta. Please return these_forms to -
- Cathy Long next week -~ May 5 to May 9. : . -

~

-

A
A

-
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) TEACHING,

1) ;zfectiveness in stlmulating students to learn -\:\\\

7) Knowledge of ‘content area )

3) . Effectiveness. in sharing teaching competencies with colleaoues
4) ‘Efforts to improve teaching effectiveness . . €
5) ' Effectiveéness in adyjffement -

6) ‘Supervision of thesls, dissertation, and/or independenr study

7) Development of inncvative courses or programs. _ S
- e TN

4 . v -
.

SCHOLARLY OR CREATIVE EFFORTS
(Publications, Programs, Research) .

1) Has the necessary competencies td produce scholarly or creatiwve éfforts .

2; -Develops proposals, publicationgs papers, programs, presentations
-3)_. Sigrﬂficant in*influence on faculty, organizations, school systems,
programs .
4) Improves the quality and quantity of scholarly creative efforts by
_ interaction with other faculty,,attendance -at workshops or professional
meetings, extensive reading . :
5) Functions as a consultant -~ °

~

D SERVIC“
’0' . R

¢
" 1) Is an active and valuable contributor to university committees or

groups (at the area, department, college, and/or university or state
level) s

2) Provides service to peers and colleagues 2 -
3) 1Is an active and valuable contributor to professional associations
4) Provides professional public service beyond this campus fp assist other
- .universities, colleges, schools, agencies, companies--(not includinﬂ
"good citizenship" activities performed in,the capacity of a concerned
citizen in church, youth grdups, etc.) :
5) - Has received special awards and,or recognition for professional service

2

- 1
. - -
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STUDENT DESCRTZTION OF TEACITNG
;mvmmc:.:.z, - . .. . '

<

3 . . . -
.- Thank you for using the STUGDENT DESCRIETION 0F TZACEING. TFor each class, Fou will
need: _ o _ - : - o
T (1) class quanticies of =ha questionnzdixa; -
2)  class quancitles of the IZM #5535 answer shast. sod. R :
( . q . =L, _
© 7 (3) oce copy of this form Lo Be sozplated by the teacher of each seczion.
" . . X . . - . . - .'l.
e .The proceduxs Zor fora use iavolves: . .. ‘ ; ‘ CmE T
. . . . - . . o, - wi P
' . ’ ' . S : ' : . T AT e
P (1) gilving thé forms, and answer sheers (azd some pezeils) to a scudéit Zt the

-

begizging of a elass perdod (3UT NOT OURING T== FIMAL EXAMYs e T

. .(2) writing yous Razme, course nzme and nuber, zznd section mumber on tie black-
o beard; - -« o : ' R _ - o L
: (3) leaving the zocn' while ome .studeat reads the dizections to the class,.and

the class completes the Sorm; . o L o '
_ (4) adding your data sheet (on the:back of this page) to-'therstack of glass

- foras and azswer sheets, and asking a studeat to mail’(cazpus mail)eor retura (by
.. hand) all forms %o: Cathy Long, Deptc. IDTI, BGSU (529 Education: 3ull :

zg)e T o
We nave begum the use of 2n optically scamned aasver sheet in order tj avoid the three

, week’keypunching delay that we facad Iz the past, Sizce we'wlll scag—acd w2l be' ..

- able to use the procsss computer progzacs developed last ters, we ho@e_:o’be.ahle\:o.{
re:urniche-:esu;:s.gar_y e:oug? €3 e of use to you 'for your next gta's classes. '

" & cote about tke form: L e e
Fage 1. GQuestions 1 £o.§ zapresdat the general teackey qualiries.most frequently
... chosexn as chardczexistic of "good teaczers" by BGST studemcg~—and by cdllege studezts
e I OVRT 60 Fears of studens ratings Teseach,  Questions £-9 ave very general gquestiorms
" reflecting the ‘student-perceived effecsiverness ol the class, Sizcera sucmary of suck
.~ general questions .zmay be the most appropriate gezerzl =measure of studezt-percaived.
2 classroom teaching success (since i1t i3 mot reflecsive of any partfeular praserided ,
. .madel of the "ideal.teacker), we define "taaches Tatizz' as the mean score derived
‘from questions &, 7 and 8, - : S :

&

ot -

5 : - o - -

Some of the other questisms on page-l repgrassct those student znd class chaZac-

' teristics which may cause ratiigs to be biased upwazd' or deowiward. We'ars investiga-'.
_———tifg the gemeral problem related §o the fairmess of comparizg large and small classes,
" undergraduaze and graduate classes, etc.. A few of these ochzer questloas zelata o
course clarity or difficulty ‘and should be of intarest td most faculey.. . .

3dack page. The Questiphs on the back page axe ntencded to supply the teagher :
with more specific information sbouc. the class, If you wish to elintnatarazy (oz 2iTy~

o ' of these quescions, do so by izcluding this request 41 the dirsciions to ba rzad to
' . Jour class .or by not prizzing the back Page when you reproduce the Zoma, 1if you -

wish to add youz: owx questlouns, do S0 by haviag yous studant pass them cuc itk the
"fora ==— and modify che diraczions to iadicate this == o7 Dy priztiag chem or cte

- back page of tHe forg ia place of ours. If pou use our quastisas, plazse usa cur

Cavedy =3
- oumbers,’, « - - : .
Plaage star:t zumhering. your own questions—iZ dilfarent Srcm ouzs—-—ws st zi=tes
44 and Iizish wizh zuober 70 so TZat-aaswers o your cwn quastics w21l —ot deccce
A confused wiil these of othar Caachers who use cur duesilicens,
. . . : e N . R K . v -

- v »

We will orocass.and zetir= all dava as, socn as possidile,

B BN
-~ . - e

‘: - \) . ‘. }_ . . ": . . - . . 6 e ' _o._L' . . o S .
:ERIC RIS e T e e e T e T e L CL
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